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A microscopic nuclear matter formalism with explicit chiral symmetry based on the Nambu Jona-Lasinio
model is considered to describe nuclear matter. To reproduce nuclear matter properties adequately at the sat-
uration density, four-point and eight-point interactions are introduced. Within a Bayesian inference approach,
the parameters of the model are determined by imposing nuclear matter, both experimental and from ab-initio
calculations, and neutron star observational constraints. Nuclear matter properties are well reproduced with an
effective mass of 0.75 to 0.8 nucleon mass at the saturation density. At 90% confidence level, the radius of a
1.4 M⊙ star varies between 11.48 km and 13.20 km, masses as large as ∼ 2.2 M⊙ are predicted and the radius
of a 2 M⊙ star is above 10.5 km. High-density perturbative QCD (pQCD) results exclude equations of state
that predict larger maximum masses and radii. The speed of sound increases monotonically with density and
reaches values as large as

√
0.7c–

√
0.8c in the center of massive stars. Several properties such as the polytropic

index or the renormalized trace anomaly, that have been proposed to identify the deconfined phase transition,
are analyzed. Interestingly, the radius of the obtained posterior that also meets pQCD constraints aligns closely
with the mass-radius measurement of the recent PSR J0437-4715, which contrasts with other relativistic mean
field model results.

I. INTRODUCTION

To the current understanding of the physical processes
given by the Standard Model, the fundamental theory of the
strong interaction is considered to be Quantum Chromody-
namics (QCD). It shows non-perturbative behaviors at low en-
ergies. Among these, the most relevant for the discussion we
intend to propose in this work is the nontrivial vacuum struc-
ture which arises from scalar quark-antiquark pairs leading to
a finite expectation value of quark condensates ⟨q̄q⟩. Since the
initial QCD Lagrangian exhibits a SU(2)L × SU(2)R group
symmetry if quarks were taken as massless particles in the tree
level, this non-vanishing ⟨q̄q⟩ property implies that the quark
masses can be considered to be dynamically generated by the
spontaneous chiral symmetry breaking. As quarks do have
a finite current mass, the chiral symmetry of QCD is broken
explicitly by these terms. However, the chiral symmetry can
still be seen as an approximate symmetry of the theory be-
cause current quark masses are small when compared to the
interaction scale. It renders, through spontaneous breaking,
light but not massless pseudo-Goldstone bosons that can be
identified as the three pions (when only u and d quarks are
considered) [1].

The non-perturbative nature of the strong interaction also
makes it necessary to resort to other methods when describing
hadronic matter, be either nucleon matter near the nuclear sat-
uration density or stellar matter at higher densities, as the one
expected in the center of compact objects. The description
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of nuclei, nuclear and stellar matter through effective mod-
els can be performed constructing field theories that, ideally,
would include QCD symmetries in the Lagrangian density of
the system [2, 3].

Walecka-type hadrodynamics models [4, 5] are amongst the
most popular choices, especially in the nuclear astrophysics
literature. In an extensive review, Ref. [6] analyzed 263 rep-
resentative models of this class and compared their predic-
tions with well-established experimental quantities for nuclear
matter and stellar properties. Theoretical results were found
to agree with empirical limits for nuclear matter quantities
in only 35 of these models, i.e. those that (i) have coupling
constants dependent on the baryon density and/or (ii) include
cross-interaction terms of the mesonic fields. After consid-
ering the more restrictive astrophysical constraints, Ref. [7]
reduced these 35 valid models to only 2 options, both of
which fall into category (i). Nevertheless, in the decade be-
tween that study and today, this type of model has continued
to be widely accepted in the community, with many newer pa-
rameterizations being proposed that already take into account
the more restrictive experimental constraints – especially af-
ter the LIGO/Virgo Collaboration gravitational wave detec-
tion of neutron star mergers [8, 9] and the Neutron Star Inte-
rior Composition Explorer (NICER) measurements of neutron
star properties through soft x-ray timing [10–13] began to pro-
vide many more quantitative results on neutron stars proper-
ties. However, as the chiral symmetry is a fundamental char-
acteristic of the strong force incorporating chiral symmetry
breaking/restoration in effective nuclear models ensures the-
oretical consistency with the underlying principles of QCD,
and Walecka-type models do not consider it explicitly.

The first theoretical approach to the chiral symmetry break-
ing in a fermionic quantum field theory was given by the sem-
inal 1961 papers of Y. Nambu and G. Jona-Lasinio [14], an-
ticipating the proposal of quarks and the QCD formulation it-
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self. The original Nambu–Jona-Lasinio (NJL) model aimed
to describe interacting nucleons, motivated by the fact that
this interaction holds a partially conserved axial vector cur-
rent, associated with the approximate chiral symmetry. Since
it imposes the nucleon mass to be small in the Lagrangian
level, the spontaneous symmetry breaking provides a mecha-
nism that generates dynamically the large nucleon mass. Even
though the original NJL model was proposed considering nu-
cleonic degrees of freedom, the lack of confinement soon be-
came a problem within the QCD theoretical framework, which
made it to be reinterpreted as a schematic quark model [15].
The fact that the NJL Lagrangian does not confine the fermion
fields also implies that it is unable to describe the saturation
properties of the nuclear matter. However, this issue was fixed
by the inclusion of an extra 8-point interaction channel rep-
resenting a crossed scalar-vector interaction [16]. The same
logic can be applied to many other channels of the interac-
tion, aiming to improve the description of other important
bulk properties, which give origin to the so-called extended
Nambu–Jona-Lasinio (eNJL) models family [17, 18]. This
idea of an 8-point interaction has also been applied to the de-
scription of quark matter, see Refs. [19–22].

Bayesian methods have gained popularity for mapping the
parameter space of dense matter effective models [23–36].
The Bayesian inference offers a robust framework for ana-
lyzing the parameter space of neutron star equations of state
(EoS), enabling a thorough understanding of the uncertain-
ties and probabilistic constraints linked to the physical prop-
erties of these dense objects. By integrating prior knowledge
with observational data, Bayesian techniques enable the con-
struction of posterior probability distributions for EoS param-
eters like pressure, density, and composition at various depths
within a neutron star. This method not only helps in limiting
the range of feasible EoS models but also provides quantifica-
tion of the confidence levels in these constraints. Additionally,
nonparametric Bayesian approaches, including those utilizing
feed-forward neural networks (FFNN), offer versatile tools
for reconstructing the EoS from multimessenger observations.
These techniques are not dependent on predefined functional
forms, enabling them to accommodate a vast array of theoret-
ical EoS models and observational data [37]. Moreover, sev-
eral EoS metamodels, constrained by ab-initio theoretical cal-
culations for both low and high densities, have been proposed:
nucleon-nucleon chiral potentials for low-density neutron and
nuclear matter [38, 39] and perturbative Quantum Chromo-
dynamics for extremely high-density regimes [40]. To recon-
cile all possible EoS compatible with these two constraints,
the EoS at the extreme densities are connected using either
piecewise polytropic interpolation, speed-of-sound interpola-
tion, or spectral interpolation, with causality constraints im-
posed as needed [41–45]. Recently, a nonparametric infer-
ence of the neutron star EoS has also been proposed based on
Gaussian processes [46] or using machine learning techniques
[37]. However, such EoS models have significant limitations
as they do not assume any specific composition of matter in
the intermediate density regime.

In this work, a generalized version of these eNJL models
is presented for the case of nucleonic (protons and neutrons)

dense matter, to be applied in the description of symmetric
and pure neutron matters around the nuclear saturation den-
sity and, also, of the stellar matter in compact objects such as
neutron stars. The study will be performed within a Bayesian
inference approach to determine the model parameters given a
set of experimental and observational nuclear matter and neu-
tron star properties, following closely the procedure applied
in [47, 48]. In particular, we will also consider the pertur-
bative QCD constraints following the arguments discussed in
Ref. [49], that delineates the equation of state behavior nec-
essary to be consistent with perturbative QCD results at high
densities. Bayesian inference methodologies have been in-
tensively applied to constrain the hadron EoS given a phe-
nomenological microscopic model in the last years, see for
instance [30, 31, 33, 36, 47, 48, 50], and in this study we
aim to apply this robust methodology for the first time to
a hadronic model within the extended Nambu–Jona-Lasinio
model framework.

The paper is organized as follows: in Sec. II the eNJL for-
malism is reviewed, the nuclear matter properties introduced
and the Tolmann-Oppenheimer-Volkof equations to determine
the neutron star spherical equilibrium configurations summa-
rized; in Sec. III the Bayesian inference methodology applied
in the present study is introduced; in Sec. IV, we present the
results of our Bayesian calculation, in particular, the nuclear
matter properties of the EoS data set and the respective neu-
tron star properties; we finish by summarizing the main results
and drawing some conclusions in Sec. V.

II. HADRONIC EXTENDED NAMBU–JONA-LASINIO
FORMALISM

In this study, we use the eNJL model proposed initially by
Ref. [17]. This rather broadened eNJL formalism can describe
hadronic matter constituted by protons and neutrons, and its
Lagrangian density is given by

LeNJL = ψ̄
(
i/∂ − m̂

)
ψ + LI . (1)

In (1), ψ = [ψp ψn]
T represents the nucleon fields of masses

m̂ = diag(m,m), assuming isospin symmetry in the La-
grangian level (mp = mn = m). The interaction part LI is
given by several four-point and eight-point interactions com-
patible with the SU(2) flavor symmetry, written as

LI = Gs[(ψ̄ψ)
2 + (ψ̄iγ5τ⃗ψ)

2]−Gv(ψ̄γ
µψ)2

−Gsv[(ψ̄ψ)
2 + (ψ̄iγ5τ⃗ψ)

2](ψ̄γµψ)2

−Gρ[(ψ̄γ
µτ⃗ψ)2 + (ψ̄γ5γ

µτ⃗ψ)2]

−Gsρ[(ψ̄ψ)
2 + (ψ̄iγ5τ⃗ψ)

2][(ψ̄γµτ⃗ψ)2 + (ψ̄γ5γ
µτ⃗ψ)2]

−Gvρ(ψ̄γ
µψ)2[(ψ̄γµτ⃗ψ)2 + (ψ̄γ5γ

µτ⃗ψ)2], (2)

with Ga, a = s, v, ρ standing for the coupling constants for
the different channels, Gab, a ̸= b, representing the crossed
interactions between channels a and b, and where τ⃗ are the
Pauli isospin matrix. As already mentioned, for nuclear mat-
ter, the simpler versions of the NJL model with four-point in-
teractions do not lead to binding. In Ref. [16], the term Gsv
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was firstly introduced to overcome this problem. TheGv term
simulates a chiral-invariant short-range repulsion between the
nucleons, the Gρ term allows for the description of isospin
asymmetric matter, theGsv term accounts for a density depen-
dence of the scalar coupling, and theGsρ andGvρ terms make
the density dependence of the symmetry energy softer. As a
consequence of the dimensionality of the coupling constants,
NJL-type models are not renormalizable, thus a regularization
scheme must be employed to the divergent integrals. Here, it
is done by applying a sharp cutoff in the three-momentum ul-
traviolet region of the above integration limits, denoted as Λ.
This parameter is calculated such that the nucleon mass in the
vacuum is 939 MeV.

The vacuum expectation ⟨0|ψ̄ψ|0⟩ is non-zero, thus re-
sponsible for the breaking the chiral symmetry. The equa-
tion for the spinor field can be obtained through the so-called
Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation, i.e., the bosonization
of the model by auxiliary fields given by the non-vanishing
condensates [3]. Neglecting quadratic terms in the fluctua-
tions, the Lagrangian is linearized by taking

(ψ̄ψ)2 = 2ns(ψ̄ψ)− n2s, (3)

(ψ̄γµψ)2 = 2nB(ψ
†ψ)− n2B , (4)

where the scalar and vector condensates, also called densities,
are given as ns =

〈
ψ̄ψ

〉
= nsp + nsn and nB =

〈
ψ†ψ

〉
=

np + nn.
In particular, terms in channels without condensate or the

space components in the vector vertex drop out. From the
variational principle, one obtains the Dirac-like equation(

i/∂ −M∗)ψ = 0, (5)

where this shift in the mass by the non-zero condensates can
be understood as a non-perturbative correction to the self-
energy, i.e., to consider the fermion propagator dressed by
the one-loop correction. The particles governed by the La-
grangian (2) behave as non-interacting particles with mass
M∗ ̸= m and an effective chemical potential µ̃ ̸= µ.

The thermodynamic potential per volume of the hadronic
eNJL model is obtained directly from the Lagrangian density
(2), and reads

Ω =
∑
i=p,n

(ϵi − µini) +mns −Gsn
2
s +Gvn

2
B

+Gsvn
2
sn

2
B +Gρn

2
3 +Gsρn

2
sn

2
3 +Gvρn

2
Bn

2
3, (6)

where m is the current mass that is introduced in the mod-
els to make the restoration of the chiral symmetry softer.
The nucleon effective mass, M∗, comes from the condition
∂Ω/∂M∗ = 0, and is equal to

M∗ = m− 2Gsns + 2Gsvnsn
2
B + 2Gsρnsn

2
3. (7)

The chemical potential, µi, is determined by imposing
∂Ω/∂kF i

= 0 and is given by

µi = EFi
+ 2GvnB + 2GsvnBn

2
s ± 2Gρn3

± 2Gsρn3n
2
s + 2GvρnBn3(n3 ± nB), (8)

with the upper (lower) signs taken for i = p (n), and n3 =
np − nn is the isovector density.

The T = 0 limit is a reasonable approximation in situations
where the thermal energy is smaller than the average kinetic
energy of the particles of the system, i.e., when kBT ≪ Ep,
as is the case inside compact stars with temperatures of the
order of 1010 K or below. In this regime, the nucleon kinetic
energy density ϵi is given by

ϵi = F1(M
∗, kFi

)− F1(M
∗,Λ), (9)

where

F1(M
∗, x) =

∫ x

0

dk

π2
k2

√
k2 +M∗2. (10)

The Fermi energy, which at T = 0 corresponds to the most
energetic occupied level, is defined as

EF i = µ̃i =

√
kF

2
i +M∗2, (11)

where kF i is the Fermi momentum, for i = p, n. It allows to
define the nucleon distribution functions as fi = θ(kF i − k),
hence, follows the number density of a degenerate Fermi gas
being

nBi = 2

∫ kF

0

d3k

(2π)
3 θ(kF i − k) =

1

3π2
kF

3
i , (12)

where kF i =
√
µ̃2
i −M∗2, always demanding kF i ≤ Λ.

Also, the scalar density can be written as

nsi =M∗[F0(M
∗, kF i)− F0(M

∗,Λ)], (13)

where the function F0(M
∗, x) is defined as

F0(M
∗, x) =

∫ x

0

dk

π2

k2√
k2 +M∗2

. (14)

In general, the gap equation (7) has more than one solution,
e.g., in the chiral limit the trivial configuration M∗ = 0 is al-
ways a valid solution, but non-trivial solutionsM∗ = ±M0 ̸=
0 can occur as well. It is possible to show that the vacuum en-
ergy is always minimized by the solution with the largest value
ofM∗ [51]. In this situation, where there is a medium, the oc-
cupation numbers are non-zero and reduce the value of the
constituent mass for low temperatures and densities. As the
temperature or the density increases, the particle distribution
factor tends to zero, and the constituent mass M∗ approaches
the value of the current mass m. This mechanism is called
chiral symmetry restoration, as the ground state solution goes
back to the light particle case.

It is straightforward to write the equations of state (EoS) for
the hadronic matter at T = 0 from the thermodynamic poten-
tial, through the fundamental relations P = −Ω+ ϵ0, with ϵ0
being the energy density in the vacuum, P the pressure, and

ε =
∑
i=p,n

µini − P, (15)
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the energy density. The application of the nucleon matter EoS
obtained above to the description of bulk nuclear matter quan-
tities from the expressions of P and ε in the zero-temperature
limit is discussed in the following.

It is convenient to define the asymmetry coefficient in terms
of the number density of the individual particle species

α =
nBn − nBp

nB
, (16)

such that kF p = kF (1− α)
1/3 and kF n = kF (1 + α)

1/3
,

The symmetric matter case is reached simply by taking α = 0.
The saturation density n0 is defined as the density of sym-

metric nuclear matter where the binding energy E(nB , α) =
ε/nB −M0 reaches its minimum, with M0 = 939 MeV the
nucleon mass in vacuum, i.e., when

∂E
∂nB

∣∣∣∣
nB=n0

= 0, (17)

with α = 0. Several of the following bulk quantities are
known experimentally or constrained theoretically at the sat-
uration density of nuclear matter, or in some band region
around n0 (see, e.g., [6, 52] and references within). The index
in O0 indicates the quantity O taken at nB = n0. From the
EoS, i.e., P and ε, it is possible to calculate the incompress-
ibility modulus [53]

K0 = 9
∂P

∂nB

∣∣∣∣
α=0

, (18)

and the skewness and kurtosis coefficients, respectively given
by

Q0 = 27n30
∂3(ε/nB)

∂n3B

∣∣∣∣
α=0

, (19)

and

Z0 = 81n40
∂4(ε/nB)

∂n4B

∣∣∣∣
α=0

. (20)

Another set of bulk nuclear matter parameters follows from
the symmetry energy, which is an important quantity to model
nuclear matter and finite nuclei by probing the isospin part of
nuclear interactions, given by

S =
1

2

∂2(ε/nB)

∂α2

∣∣∣∣
α=0

. (21)

One can expand the symmetry energy S around the saturation
density n0 as

S(nB) = S0 + Lsym,0η +
1

2
Ksym,0η

2 +
1

6
Qsym,0η

3

+
1

24
Zsym,0η

4 +O(η5), (22)

where η(nB) = (nB − n0)/3 and the coefficients of the ex-
pansion are, respectively, the slope of the symmetry energy,

Lsym,0 = 3n0
∂S
∂nB

(23)

the curvature of the symmetry energy,

Ksym,0 = 9n20
∂2S
∂n2B

, (24)

the skewness of the symmetry energy,

Qsym,0 = 27n30
∂3S
∂n3B

, (25)

and the kurtosis of the symmetry energy,

Zsym,0 = 81n40
∂4S
∂n4B

, (26)

with all derivatives taken at nB = n0 [54].
The presented phenomenological formalism relies on ex-

perimental or observational data for calibration. It is then
essential to fit the model to nuclear matter properties at the
saturation density and to pure neutron matter quantities be-
cause neutron star matter is expected to be highly asymmet-
ric, for which pure neutron matter serves as an approxima-
tion. Neutron matter can be derived from ab initio theoret-
ical calculations for low-density neutron and nuclear mat-
ter, such as the N3LO calculation in chiral effective field
theory (χEFT) [38]. Complementarily, for the extremely
high-density regimes, perturbative Quantum Chromodynam-
ics (pQCD) has been considered as a high-density constraint
to the phenomenological models, because the effective (non-
perturbative) models should conform to pQCD in this limit
[40].

The procedure for moving from microphysics, in the form
of effective relativistic models, to macrophysics, in the form
of observational variables of compact stellar objects, will be
presented in the following. To fulfill the charge neutrality and
chemical equilibrium constraints of the stellar matter, a non-
interacting electron gas is included in the description. Then,
the particle fractions are determined from charge neutrality,
np = ne + nµ, where ne (nµ) is the number densities of
electrons (muons), and from the β-equilibrium condition, ex-
pressed in terms of the neutron and electron chemical poten-
tials, µp = µn − µe, with µµ = µe.

The crust was constructed using the Baym-Pethcik-
Sutherland EoS [55] to describe the outer crust and a poly-
tropic function to describe the inner crust. This function con-
nects the outer crust EoS to the core hadronic eNJL stellar EoS
at nB = 0.04 fm−3. The choice of the matching density fol-
lows the steps proposed in [48] and tested in [56], where it was
shown that the uncertainty introduced in the determination of
the radii of low-mass stars is not greater than 0.1 km. After
the Bayesian inference is performed, a unified inner crust-core
EoS were built according to the approach discussed in [17] for
some sample posterior parameterizations.

Moving from micro to macrophysics requires submitting
the EoS that describes dense matter to conditions of mechani-
cal (or hydrostatic) equilibrium since compact stars are under-
stood to be sufficiently stable objects in their internal struc-
ture. Compact stars are bodies whose gravitational field is ex-
tremely intense, so the equilibrium relationship must be estab-
lished within the framework of general relativity. The equa-
tion for relativistic hydrostatic equilibrium (27) is called the
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Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equation, and reads

dP

dr
= −

[ε(r) + P (r)]
[
m(r) + 4πr3P (r)

]
r [r − 2m(r)]

, (27)

where the gravitational mass is

m (r) =

∫ r

0

dr′4πr′2ε(r′) , (28)

and ε(r) and P (r) are the energy density and pressure in the
spherical shell of radius r. This object is perceived by a distant
observer as having a radius r = R, defined from the boundary
condition P (R) = 0, and a gravitational mass M = m(R),
given by (28). Other boundary conditions are also important,
such as m(0) = 0 and the definitions of central pressure and
central energy density, P (0) = Pc and ε(0) = εc.

Following the first NS binary merger measured by the
LIGO/VIRGO collaboration in 2017 [8], study of relativistic
tidal effects in compact stars has been the focus of intense re-
search [57–60]. The dimensionless tidal parameter Λ, which
measures how easily an object is deformed by an external
gravitational field, is of special interest, as this parameter is
measured by gravitational wave observations and can be also
confronted against theoretical model predictions. We refer to
[61] to a review on the calculation of the tidal deformability
parameter.

III. INFERENCE FRAMEWORK

The Bayesian method for estimating parameters is a reliable
statistical approach used to evaluate model parameters from a
specific dataset [23, 26–28, 30–32, 47]. By leveraging Bayes’
theorem, one can integrate prior beliefs about the parameters
with new data, yielding posterior distributions that encapsu-
late updated knowledge about the parameters. The posterior
distributions of the model parameters θ in Bayes’ theorem can
be written as

P (θ|D) =
L (D|θ)P (θ)

Z
, (29)

with θ and D denoting the set of model parameters and the
fit data, respectively. In Eq. (29), P (θ) represents the prior
distribution for the model parameters, while Z denotes the
evidence. Choosing a prior distribution depends on the initial
understanding of model parameters. A uniform prior, often a
standard baseline, is frequently used. The joint posterior dis-
tribution of the parameters, denoted as P (θ|D), is determined
by the likelihood function L (D|θ). The posterior distribution
of a specific parameter can be derived by the marginalization
process, i.e., by integrating P (θ|D) across the remaining pa-
rameters.

The likelihood functions for various quantities analyzed in
this study are listed next. For the symmetric nuclear matter
(SNM) properties, we use a Gaussian likelihood, given by

LSNM(D|θ) =
∏
j

1√
2πσ2

j

e
− 1

2

(
dj−mj(θ)

σj

)2

, (30)

where the index j runs over all the datapoints (see table I), dj
are the constraining data values, mj(θ) are the model values
corresponding to the set of model parameters θ, and the σj are
the adopted uncertainties of the data. The χEFT constraints to
the pure neutron matter (PNM) were enforced using a super-
Gaussian box function probability with a minor tail, expressed
as,

LPNM(D|θ) =
∏
j

1

2σ2
j

1

exp
(

|dj−mj(θ)|−σj

0.015

)
+ 1

, (31)

where dj is the median value and σj represents two times the
uncertainty of the jth data point from the χEFT constraints
[38]. To determine the likelihood associated to the neutron
star (NS) maximum mass, we employ a Fermi-Dirac likeli-
hood, ensuring the NS maximum mass exceeds 2 M⊙, and
include a light tail to facilitate better sampling convergence,

LNS(D|θ) = 1

exp
(

m(θ)−2.0
−0.01

)
+ 1

. (32)

Finally, the pQCD constraints are implemented by the likeli-
hood function

L(dpQCD|θ) = P (dpQCD|θ) = LpQCD, (33)

where dpQCD is a constant probability distribution in the en-
ergy density and pressure plane at 7n0 (at the renormalizable
scaleX = 2), with n0 = 0.16 fm−3, having P (dpQCD|θ) = 1
if it is within dpQCD and zero otherwise. So the total likeli-
hood in the inference analysis is given by

Ltotal = LSNM × LPNM × LNS × LpQCD. (34)

It should be noted that other constraints were not applied
during the sampling of the inference analysis, such as impos-
ing ∂E/∂nB > 0 for nB > n0 and S(nB) > 0 in SNM, and
∂P/∂nB > 0 in PNM. These conditions were instead used as
filters in the resulting posterior and eliminated less than 3% of
the samples from the final posterior. For the present study, we
used a nested sampling approach using the PyMultiNest
[62] algorithm with 1500 live points. This resulted in ap-
proximately 4000 samples in the final posterior, demonstrat-
ing good posterior health.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In this section, we discuss the properties of the hadronic
dense matter EoS and the corresponding NS properties that
result from the eNJL model presented above, with its coupling
constants constrained by the Bayesian inference process.

We calculate the nuclear, pure neutron, and stellar matter
properties of the models described by the Lagrangian den-
sity presented in Sec. II by varying its parameters (i.e., the
coupling constants and the nucleon bare mass). To infer the
parameter fit of the model, we have imposed (i) experimen-
tal constraints for symmetric nuclear matter (SNM) at satura-
tion, in particular the binding energy per nucleon, the incom-
pressibility modulus, and the symmetry energy [64, 70]; (ii)
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FIG. 1. Comparison between the imposed constraints and the associated marginalized posteriors derived from Bayesian inference analysis for
models that adhere to the pQCD criteria (pQCD in) or deviate from it (pQCD out).

TABLE I. Constraints imposed in the dataset within the Bayesian
inference framework: symmetric nuclear matter (SNM) binding en-
ergy per nucleon E0, incompressibility modulus K0, and symmetry
energy S0, at the nuclear saturation density n0; pure neutron matter
(PNM) pressures determined at baryon densities of 0.08, 0.12 and
0.16 fm−3; neutron star (NS) maximum mass Mmax; and perturba-
tive Quantum Chromodynamics (pQCD) derived constraints of the
EoS in density relevant for NS (nB = 7n0) for pQCD renormaliza-
tion scale X = 2.

Quantity Constraint Ref.

SNM

n0 0.153± 0.005 MeV [63]
E0 −16.1± 0.2 MeV [64]
K0 230± 40 MeV [65, 66]
S0 32.5± 1.8 MeV [67]

∂E/∂nB > 0 for nB > n0

S(nB) > 0

PNM

P (nB = 0.08 fm−3)0.521± 0.091 MeV fm−3

[38]P (nB = 0.12 fm−3)1.262± 0.295 MeV fm−3

P (nB = 0.16 fm−3)2.513± 0.675 MeV fm−3

∂P/∂nB > 0

NS Mmax > 2 M⊙ [68, 69]
pQCD EoS at nB = 7n0 see Fig. 3 [49]

constraints from ab-initio χEFT calculations for pure neutron
matter (PNM) [38] at three different values of the baryon den-

sity; (iii) that the model supports neutron stars with at least
2 M⊙ to describe the supermassive pulsars PSR J1614-2230
and PSR J0348+0432 [68, 69]; (iv) constraints on the hadronic
EoS derived from the pQCD EoS at very high density, through
the application of thermodynamic relations and the imposition
of causality, as explained in Ref. [49]; and (v) ∂E/∂nB > 0
for nB > n0 and S(nB) > 0 in SNM, and ∂P/∂nB > 0
in PNM for all the baryon density range considered. These
constraints are summarized in Table I.

The models generated in our study are categorized accord-
ing to whether they satisfy the pQCD constraint at a baryon
number density of nB = 7n0 (where n0 = 0.16 fm−3 is
the nuclear saturation density) or not. This reference den-
sity was chosen because it characterizes the largest densities
found within NS. This constraint is shown in the left panel of
Fig. 3 and is incorporated into the likelihood as a filter func-
tion, i.e., a given EoS has a probability equal to one if that
point is inside this region and zero if it is outside. We denote
the (non)inclusion of the constraint as ’pQCD (out)in’. Notice
that the pQCD EoS depends on the renormalization scale X ,
with X = 2 being its central value [40], the value considered
in the present study when the pQCD constraints are imposed.

Fig. 1 shows the experimental constraints imposed in our
Bayesian inference, assuming a Gaussian distribution given
by Eq. (30) in the case of the SNM quantities and the super-
Gaussian box function given by Eq. (31) in the case of the
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TABLE II. The nucleon current mass (in MeV) and couplings parameters median values and 90% CI limits inferred by our Bayesian analysis,
displayed for the set with/without the pQCD constraints.

Parameter pQCD in pQCD out

Median -90% CI +90% CI Median -90% CI +90% CI

m 427.44 308.84 480.59 358.23 185.43 452.60

Gs 3.61 3.08 4.04 4.76 3.95 6.15

Gv 2.78 2.49 3.13 3.84 3.11 5.04

Gsv -9.78 -13.18 -5.64 -12.15 -17.86 -7.17

Gρ 0.23 -0.11 0.43 0.32 0.06 0.43

Gvρ 1.75 -0.13 4.81 1.31 -0.18 4.43

Gsρ 6.14 2.17 12.24 7.52 2.62 15.14

FIG. 2. A corner plot illustrating the two-dimensional distributions
for the eNJL parameters, where the pQCD constraints are applied (in
pink, pQCD in) and not applied (in blue, pQCD out). The diagonal
plots display the 90% confidence intervals for the one-dimensional
nuclear matter properties. The figures above correspond to the me-
dian and the boundaries of the 90% confidence intervals. The curves
indicate the 68% (full line), 95% (dashed line) and, 99% (dotted line)
confidence intervals.

χEFT PNM constraints, compared to the distributions of the
nuclear and pure neutron matter quantities obtained for the
models generated in our study, for the pQCD in and out cat-
egories. We find that the experimental constraints on nuclear
matter are very well reproduced for both categories of models.
For the χEFT constraints, the models tend to lower pressures,
at nB ∼ n0/2 ∼ 0.08 fm−3, and the opposite happens at
nB ∼ n0, but they are still within the allowed band. It can
be seen that the removal of the ’pQCD out’ models shifts the

symmetry energy to smaller values and the incompressibil-
ity modulus to slightly larger values. Also the PNM pressure
marginalized posteriors are a little more spread within the al-
lowed band for the ’pQCD in’ category, while especially for
the higher nB points the ’pQCD out’ sets are more biased to-
wards larger values.

The model parameters resulting from the Bayesian infer-
ence are given in Table II. It is interesting to note that the
median current mass is above 400 MeV when pQCD con-
straints are imposed, consistent with the finite current mass
parametrizations proposed in Ref. [17], but much larger than
the mass of the parametrizations in Ref. [18], which proposes
sets with all m below 80 MeV. A main effect of including the
pQCD constraints is a ∼ 25 − 30% reduction of the Gs, Gv

couplings and a smaller variation of all other couplings to-
gether with an increase of the current nucleon mass of about
20%. This is clearly seen in the corner plot shown in Fig.
2, where the parameters of the model resulting from the infer-
ence calculation are given with and without the pQCD con-
straints. The main effect of the pQCD constraints is to reduce
the magnitude of the coupling Gv . Since there is a strong
correlation between Gs and Gv , the parameter Gs suffers an
equally large reduction. The pQCD constraints also notice-
ably affect the current mass, whose distribution is pushed to
the values above 250 MeV.

In the right panel of Fig. 3 we plot the pressure against
the baryon density for the resulting EoS, with and without
the pQCD constraint. Both sets of models are essentially
within the allowable range inferred from gravitational wave
and electromagnetic observations of the GW170817 neutron
star merger event [8, 71], especially in the high-density region.
Models that do not satisfy the pQCD constraint are stiffer, as
also noted in the left panel, and tend to be slightly off the ob-
servational band.

The corner plot in Fig. 4 summarizes the nuclear mat-
ter properties of the EoS dataset resulting from the inference
process. We include both results imposing the pQCD con-
straints and not imposing these constraints. Overall, most of
the properties are only slightly affected, with the exceptions
being the effective nucleon mass M∗, which is way more re-
stricted to higher values in the ’pQCD in’ scenario, and the
kurtosis coefficients Z0 and Zsym,0. These last two repre-
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FIG. 3. Inferred NS matter (chage neutrality and β-equilibrium) EoS within the hadronic eNJL model formalism. (left) Pressure versus energy
density. The red dashed line delineates the region constrained by considering the pQCD EoS at high densities together with thermodynamic
relations and causality [49], for the values of P and ε at a baryon number density of nB = 7n0 (where n0 = 0.16fm−3 is the nuclear saturation
density). The green and red dots represent the point where nB = 7n0 for each curve, respectively the models that satisfy or do not satisfy the
pQCD constraints. The pQCD constraints were considered for the renormalization scale parameter X = 2 [40]; (right) The 90% confidence
intervals (CIs) for the pressure of neutron star matter as a function of the baryon density nB , considering models that respect (pQCD in) and
violate (pQCD out) the pQCD constraints. Additionally, we include the pressure constraints from GW170817, for comparison [8].

sent the fourth-order parameters in the Taylor expansion of
the binding energy and symmetry energy, respectively, and as
so, it is expected that a high-density constraint reflects itself
on the higher-order terms, hindering large values that would
make the EoS very stiff. This is true for both the isoscalar
and isovector channels. The other property strongly affected
is the effective mass at saturation: pQCD constraints limitM∗

to values of the order (0.75–0.81)M0 while, if this condition
is removed, values as low as 0.6M0 may be possible. This
implies that pQCD conditions favor a slow restoration of the
chiral symmetry with respect to density.

The initial section of Table III presents the calculation of
various properties of nuclear matter along with the median
value and the confidence level of 90%. First, we discuss the
results imposing the pQCD constraints, to compare our re-
sults with the best estimates available in the literature. In
our work, the incompressibility modulus takes values between
220 and 300 MeV, which is within the accepted range ac-
cording to different studies [72–74]. Regarding the sym-
metry energy and its slope, we obtained S0 = 31.7+2.33

−2.11

MeV and Lsym,0 = 61.09+19.15
−23.34 MeV, in very good agree-

ment with the ranges obtained by [75] from a compilation
of several experimental and observational constraints, which
yielded S0 = 31.7±3.2 MeV and Lsym,0 = 58.7±28.1 MeV,
respectively. The symmetry energy curvature Ksym,0 takes
values between −157.6 and 76.1 MeV here, allowing posi-
tive values that were not obtained in the study of [71], where
Ksym,0 = −107 ± 88 MeV. Positive values of Ksym,0 were
proposed in [76] to describe the CREX and PREX2 results,

and were also not excluded in [77], where both experimen-
tal and observational constraints were analyzed and an upper
limit of about 68 MeV was proposed.

The NS M(R) and Λ(M) curves were obtained by inte-
grating Eqs. (27) and (28) together with the tidal deforma-
bility equations derived in [61]. In Fig. 5 we show the 90%
confidence interval for the mass-radius curveM(R) (left) and
the tidal deformability Λ(M) (right). The (orange) red dot-
ted region defines the 90% CI when the pQCD constraints
are (not) included. These two categories of models partly
overlap: those satisfying the pQCD constraint generally pre-
dict smaller radii and smaller maximum masses. In partic-
ular, the pQCD constraints exclude at 90% CI all stars with
radii R1.4 ≳ 13.2 km for NS with mass 1.4 M⊙ and maxi-
mum masses above 2.3 M⊙, see Table III for a summary of
the main nuclear matter and neutron star properties. In Fig. 5
we have also included the mass-radius band spanned by non-
linear RMF models in [48]. For low and middle mass stars, the
eNJL model is able to cover a larger region of the mass-radius
diagram, both on the low and high radius sides. Also, larger
maximum masses are obtained within eNJL. The figure also
includes some observational data: the NICER constraints for
pulsars PSR J0030+0451 [10, 11], PSR J0740+6620 [12, 13],
the recently announced mass and radius of pulsar PSR J0437-
4715 [78] (median and 1σ uncertainty) and the mass-radius
contours derived from the GW170817 detection [8]. Note
that all models appear to fall within both the NICER and
GW170817 contours, except for PSR J0437-4715, whose me-
dian lies outside the 90% contours.
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FIG. 4. Corner plot showing the 2D distributions for the nuclear matter properties, imposing (pink, pQCD in) and not imposing (blue, pQCD
out) the pQCD constraints. The diagonal plots contain the 90% CI for the 1D nuclear matter properties. The numbers on top refer to the
median and 90% CI limits. The effective nucleon mass normalized to the bare nucleon mass M∗/M0 and the cut-off parameter Λcut have also
been included. All quantities are in MeV, except for the effective mass ratio. The curves indicate the 68% (full line), 95% (dashed line) and,
99% (dotted line) CI.

We also include in the left panel of Fig. 5 the M(R) curves
of three inferred EoS sample models that yield a canonical star
radiusR1.4 close to the median and the extremes at 90% CI of
the posterior set satisfying pQCD constraints, labeled eNJL1,
eNJL2, and eNJL3. Their parameters are given in Table IV
and the nuclear matter and neutron star properties in Table

V. For these parameterizations, a unified inner crust-core EoS
were built according to the approach discussed in [17]. These
models complete EoS will be uploaded in the zenodo database
[79]. Some noteworthy properties that distinguish them are (i)
the fact that eNJL3 has rather larger incompressibility K0 and
skewness Q0 coefficients, but a smaller kurtosis Z0 in com-
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TABLE III. List of nuclear matter properties of the dataset obtained: nuclear saturation density n0 (in fm−3), binding energy ε0, incom-
pressibility modulus K0, skewness Q0, kurtosis Z0, symmetry energy S0, its slope Lsym,0, curvature Ksym,0, skewness Qsym,0, and kurtosis
Zsym,0 (all in MeV), the normalized nucleon effective mass M∗/M0, and the cutoff Λcut (in MeV), that is calculated imposing that the
vacuum nucleon mass to be M0 = 939 MeV. The resulting compact stars properties are also shown: the maximum star mass Mmax (in M⊙),
its radius Rmax (in km) and its tidal deformability parameter Λmax, its central baryon density nB,max (in fm−3), energy density εmax (in
MeV.fm−3), speed of sound c2s,max, polytropic index γmax and the parameter dmax. The radii of the 1.2, 1.4, 1.8, and 2.0 M⊙ stars are also
given, together with their respective tidal deformabilities.

Parameter
pQCD in pQCD out

Median -90% CI +90% CI Median -90% CI +90% CI

n0 0.16 0.15 0.17 0.16 0.15 0.17

ϵ0 -16.06 -16.41 -15.74 -16.06 -16.39 -15.74

K0 238.48 192.11 300.98 235.10 176.50 300.95

Q0 -940.33 -1270.30 -540.94 -868.74 -1342.73 -450.28

Z0 -52.65 -725.09 803.06 1641.75 -244.73 8193.85

S0 31.70 29.59 34.03 32.38 30.17 34.78

Lsym,0 61.09 37.75 80.24 73.33 46.70 92.65

Ksym,0 -34.26 -157.58 76.13 50.43 -88.72 190.82

Qsym,0 1217.97 536.85 2123.57 1457.31 682.02 2561.25

Zsym,0 -594.49 -942.78 -321.95 -714.54 -4582.09 -70.53

M∗/m 0.78 0.74 0.81 0.70 0.60 0.75

Λcut 348.54 329.60 394.41 329.41 304.34 370.40

Mmax 2.10 2.01 2.18 2.42 2.21 2.74

Rmax 10.47 9.90 11.26 11.70 10.79 12.96

Λmax 5 4 8 4 3 6

nB,max 1.08 0.96 1.21 0.85 0.67 1.01

εmax 1413.52 1227.54 1588.11 1091.63 852.64 1312.69

c2s,max 0.75 0.68 0.82 0.80 0.74 0.83

γmax 1.58 1.50 1.72 1.59 1.54 1.62

dc,max 0.31 0.27 0.35 0.34 0.31 0.36

R1.4 12.41 11.48 13.20 13.21 12.36 13.96

R1.6 12.14 11.23 13.13 13.18 12.23 14.04

R1.8 11.78 10.90 12.92 13.09 12.03 14.09

R2.0 11.24 10.13 12.47 12.93 11.77 14.09

Λ1.4 436 242 706 697 431 1063

Λ1.6 157 87 295 301 170 493

Λ1.8 55 29 118 132 68 240

Λ2.0 16 6 40 58 25 119

parison to the other sets; (ii) regarding the symmetry energy
properties, eNJL1 has larger symmetry energy at saturation
but a smaller curvature Ksym,0; and (iii) noticing the overall
behavior of the radii and tidal deformability is an increasing
trend from eNJL1 to eNJL3. For comparison, we include three
models taken from Ref. [17], labeled as eNJL3σρ1, eNJL2m
and eNJL2mσρ1. These models can describe 2 M⊙ stars, but
eNJL2m does not fulfill the χEFT constraints from [38], and
the other two can only partly fulfill them, deviating for densi-
ties above nB ≳ 0.15 fm−3. They predict larger radii for low-

and intermediate-mass stars, and are barely within the ’pQCD
in’ band obtained here, except for eNJL2m that is completely
outside that band, as it has extremely large radii. These im-
proved results serve to illustrate the usefulness of the Bayesian
inference methodology to the fitting of the theoretical models
according to experimental and observational constraints.

On the right panel of Fig. 5 we show the 90% CI for the tidal
deformability as a function of stellar mass. The constraint
from GW170817 for the tidal deformability of a 1.36 M⊙ star,
corresponding to the merger of two NS of equal mass, is given
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FIG. 5. The 90% confidence region of the mass-radius relations (left) and the mass-dimensionless tidal deformability (right) for models
conforming to (pQCD in) and deviating from (pQCD out) pQCD constraints at 7 times the saturation density, with the pQCD renormalizable
scale set to X = 2. The inferred region obtained by Ref. [48] using a non-linear RMF model framework is included for comparison. In the
left panel, the gray area represents the constraints derived from the binary components of GW170817, along with their corresponding 90%
and 50% CI [8]. Also shown are the 68% CI for the 2D mass-radius posterior distribution of the millisecond pulsars PSR J0030+0451 (cyan
and yellow) [10, 11] and PSR J0740+6620 (purple) [12, 13] from the NICER X-ray data. In addition, we show the latest NICER mass and
radius measurements for PSR J0437-4715 (silver) [78]. The mass-radius curves for the sample EoS eNJL1,2,3 were included together with
EoS eNJL2m, eNJL2mσρ1 and eNJL3σρ1 obtained from Ref. [17]. In the right panel, the blue bar shows the tidal deformability constraints
at 1.36 M⊙ [8].

TABLE IV. Parameters of three sample posterior EoS models- Λcut

is a derived quantity imposing the nucleon vacuum mass to be 939
MeV.

Parameter eNJL1 eNJL2 eNJL3

m 459.70 430.97 290.80

Gs 3.386 3.766 3.492

Gv 2.532 2.883 2.955

Gsv -9.515 -10.806 -6.357

Gρ 0.263 0.257 -0.026

Gvρ 1.255 1.084 2.906

Gsρ 8.426 6.881 4.994

Λcut 348.78 343.10 382.73

by a blue horizontal band. The same trend is observed as in
the panel with theM(R) curves, the EoS satisfying the pQCD
results tend to have smaller tidal deformabilities, i.e. they are
more compact objects, with the ’pQCD in’ band slightly over-
lapping with the band excluded by pQCD. It is also interesting
to check that the pQCD constraints exclude most EoS that do
not satisfy the GW170817 constraints. Similar to the results
covered by the M(R) curves, the non-linear RMF EoS gen-
erated in [48] also span a narrower band in the case of tidal

deformability than the eNJL model proposed here, which is
more flexible and able to cover a larger region of the mass-
radius diagram. Note that both models, the RMF used in [48]
and the present eNJL model, contain the same number of pa-
rameters to be fitted in the Bayesian inference calculation.

In Fig. 6, we show the density dependence of the symme-
try energy of the inferred eNJL models, together with three
sample models eNJL1,2,3 and the parameterizations eNJL2m,
eNJL2mσρ1 and eNJL3σρ1, taken from Ref. [17]. The sym-
metry energy plays a pivotal role in determining the particle
distribution as a function of density, especially the fraction
of protons. For comparison, we present the constraint ob-
tained from heavy-ion collision flow data on the pressure of
symmetric nuclear matter [80], which is not entirely model-
independent. The symmetry energy of the eNJL2mσρ1 and
eNJL3σρ1 models lies outside the posterior distribution we
obtained. This discrepancy arises because the former is in-
consistent with nuclear matter incompressibility, and the lat-
ter conflicts with low-density PNM constraints at a density
of 0.16 fm−3, both quantities we have used in this study as
constraints in the parameters inference. The other model,
eNJL2m, lies within the our ’pQCD out’ posterior band. This
model presents a high slope of the symmetry energy at satu-
ration, L = 89 MeV. The model eNJL2mσρ1 belongs to this
family, i.e., has the same isoscalar properties, but a term that
mixes the isoscalar-scalar σ and the isovector-vector ρ chan-
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FIG. 6. The nuclear matte symmetry energy S as function of the
baryon density SnB . The red dotted (green) band represents the
inferred eNJL models inside (outside) pQCD constraints. The pur-
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pressure of symmetric nuclear matter. The symmetry energy curves
for the sample eNJL1,2,3 models are also included, together with
three models obtained from Ref. [17] (eNJL2m, eNJL2mσρ1 and
eNJL3σρ1), for comparison.

nels was added in order to lower the symmetry energy. As
depicted in the Figure, this σρ term leads to a reduction in the
symmetry energy, and this model has L = 59 MeV.

In order to understand the behavior of the model at high
densities we have plotted in Fig. 7 several properties fre-
quently discussed in the literature: the speed of sound squared
cs

2 = ∂P/∂ε, the polytropic index γ = ∂ lnP/∂ ln ε, the
renormalized matter trace anomaly ∆ = 1/3− p/ε as a func-
tion of density, and the measure of conformality proposed in
[81], derived from the renormalized trace anomaly introduced
in [82] and its logarithmic derivative with respect to the energy
density, dc =

√
∆2 + (∆′)2, with ∆′ = c2s

(
1
γ − 1

)
.

These quantities have often been discussed as possible pa-
rameters identifying the presence of a phase transition to de-
confined quark matter [81–83]. In the high density limit, the
conformal limit is expected to be reached and the square of the
speed of sound to approach 1/3. The speed of sound squared
increases monotonically for both ’pQCD in’ and ’pQCD out’.
Although the behavior of the set satisfying pQCD is smoother,
both sets reach values of the order of 0.8. In the range of den-
sities shown, the renormalized trace anomaly decreases con-
tinuously and crosses the zero axis for densities of the order
of ∼ 3n0 (pQCD out) or ∼ 5n0 (pQCD in), showing no trend
that could indicate a change in behaviour. Note, however, that
the present model cannot be extended to densities correspond-
ing to Fermi momenta larger than the cutoff Λcut. For the

TABLE V. Nuclear matter and neutron star properties of three sample
posterior EoS.

Parameter eNJL1 eNJL2 eNJL3

n0 0.161 0.155 0.158

E0 -15.71 -16.05 -15.86

K0 232 237 285

Q0 -998 -999 -621

Z0 -85 69 -572

S0 34 31 31

Lsym,0 53 55 53

Ksym,0 -99 -55 -63

Qsym,0 1472 1145 1205

Zsym,0 -782 -565 -527

M∗/m 0.788 0.771 0.778

Mmax 2.019 2.140 2.215

Rmax 10.01 10.44 11.26

Λmax 5 5 7

nB,max 1.191 1.077 0.941

εmax 1560 1407 1197

c2s,max 0.763 0.783 0.717

γmax 1.548 1.556 1.659

dc,max 0.314 0.327 0.301

R1.4 11.89 12.20 12.83

R1.6 11.52 11.96 12.83

R1.8 11.09 11.68 12.74

R2.0 10.32 11.26 12.46

Λ1.4 288 391 596

Λ1.6 96 144 259

Λ1.8 32 52 111

Λ2.0 7 17 43

polytropic index, values below 3.4 are possible. If pQCD con-
straints are included, the dc parameter decreases until reaching
the value 0.2 at about 4n0, but at larger densities it increases
until values above 0.4. It was argued in Ref. [83] that models
that fall below dc = 0.2 would have a transition to deconfined
quark matter. Although the studies [84, 85] showed that this
statement should be taken with care, as the authors worked
with purely nucleonic models and found dc < 0.2 for some
of them, here we only get values above this threshold, sug-
gesting that within the eNJL framework purely hadronic NS
are characterized by dc > 0.2. The value of this parameter
is defined by both the trace anomaly and its derivative and,
at high densities, the renormalised trace anomaly crosses the
zero axis with a large slope.
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FIG. 7. Inferred eNJL models 90% confidence interval values for (top left) the square of the speed of sound c2s; (top right) the polytropic index
γ = ∂ lnP/∂ ln ε; (bottom left) the trace anomaly ∆ = 1/3− P/ε; and (bottom right) the parameter dc =

√
∆2 + (∆′)2, all as function of

baryon density nB and for both sets of posterior distributions (’pQCD in’ and ’pQCD out’).

V. CONCLUSIONS

A chirally symmetric model has been considered to de-
scribe nuclear matter and neutron stars. The model is a gener-
alization of the NJL model proposed in the 1960s by Nambu
and Jona-Lasinio [14] for nucleons, which includes not only
four-point interactions but also eight-point interactions as pro-
posed in [16]. The eight-point interactions are essential to
correctly describe the properties of nuclear matter [17, 18].
Within a Bayesian inference calculation, the seven parameters
of the model were constrained by some nuclear matter prop-
erties at saturation, neutron matter EoS calculated within a
χEFT formalism at saturation and sub-saturation densities, a
maximum NS mass of at least 2 M⊙, an increasing pressure
with density, a non-negative symmetry energy and the pQCD
EoS.

The model has a current mass term that explicitly breaks the
chiral symmetry. The constrained EoS favor quite large values
of the current mass, which came out of the order of 400 MeV
as in the parameterizations found in [17] which include a non-
zero current mass, but much larger than the current mass of
the parameterizations proposed in [18].

Nuclear matter properties such as saturation density, bind-
ing energy at saturation, incompressibility modulus and sym-
metry energy at saturation take expected values. However, it
is interesting to note that our EoS favor a symmetry energy
slope Lsym,0 of the order of 61 ± 20 MeV and a curvature
Ksym,0 that not only takes negative values, as predicted in
the recent review [71] where Ksym = −107 ± 88 MeV at a
68% confidence level, but can also take positive values in the
range −158 ≲ Ksym,0 ≲ 76 MeV at 90% CI. These results

include pQCD constraints, otherwise Ksym,0 would preferen-
tially take positive values. While the slope of the symmetry
energy agrees with the values proposed in [71], which were
obtained by constraining the symmetry energy using NS ob-
servations, the curvature of the symmetry energy takes much
larger values than those proposed in the same study. Positive
values for the symmetry energy curvature have been obtained
in [76] to describe the PREX2 [86] and CREX [87] results.
The pQCD constraints mainly concern the fourth-order pa-
rameters Z0 and Zsym,0 and the nucleon effective mass, which
takes values in the range 0.7 < M∗/M ≲ 0.8. Large values
of the effective mass are associated with softer EoS at high
densities and smaller NS radii [88]. Although the model can
not be extended to describe densities as large as the ones cov-
ered by the pQCD EoS, it is possible to analyze its effects at
densities as the ones existing inside NS considering causality
and thermodynamic relations as proposed in [49].

We have studied the NS properties described by the present
model. The pQCD EoS imposes strong constraints and ex-
cludes very massive stars and large radii. We have verified that
the obtained mass-radius distribution covers a larger mass-
radius range than that obtained from an RMF with non-linear
mesonic terms formalism in [48]. In particular, smaller radii
are allowed: at 90% CI, the radius of a 1.4 M⊙ takes on the
values 11.95 ≲ R1.4 ≲ 13.2 km. The eNJL seems to fit better
the recently published data from NICER for the pulsar PSR
J0437-4715 with a radius of R = 11.36+0.95

−0.63 km and a mass
of M = 1.418± 0.037 M⊙.

Maximum masses of the order of 2.4 M⊙ are still allowed
by pQCD constraints. The tidal deformability obtained for the
complete dataset of EoS is compatible with the constraints re-
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sulting from GW170817. The speed of sound squared shows
a monotonically increasing trend taking values of the order of
0.7–0.8 in the core of NS. A similar study to the one pre-
sented here was performed in Refs. [89, 90] using largely the
same χEFT and pQCD constraints, but finding different be-
haviors for the stellar maximum mass and the speed of sound
in the high-density region. In subsequent studies, it might be
interesting to better understand the underlying reason of these
differences (i.e., the dependence on the physical model).

Three representative EoS have been selected and the unified
inner-crust core β-equilibrium built and will be made avail-
able in the CompOSE (CompStar Online Supernovae Equa-
tions of State), the online repository of equations of state
[91, 92], as well as in the zenodo databse [79].
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23 (2006).

[66] B. G. Todd-Rutel and J. Piekarewicz, Physical Review Letters
95, 122501 (2005).

[67] R. Essick, P. Landry, A. Schwenk, and I. Tews, Phys. Rev. C
104, 065804 (2021), arXiv:2107.05528 [nucl-th].

[68] P. Demorest, T. Pennucci, S. Ransom, M. Roberts, and J. Hes-
sels, Nature 467, 1081 (2010), arXiv:1010.5788 [astro-ph.HE].

[69] J. Antoniadis et al., Science 340, 6131 (2013), arXiv:1304.6875
[astro-ph.HE].

[70] R. Kumar et al. (MUSES), Living Rev. Rel. 27, 3 (2024),
arXiv:2303.17021 [nucl-th].

[71] B.-A. Li, B.-J. Cai, W.-J. Xie, and N.-B. Zhang, Universe 7,
182 (2021), arXiv:2105.04629 [nucl-th].

[72] E. Khan and J. Margueron, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 092501 (2012),
arXiv:1204.0399 [nucl-th].

[73] J. R. Stone, N. J. Stone, and S. A. Moszkowski, Phys. Rev. C
89, 044316 (2014), arXiv:1404.0744 [nucl-th].

[74] S. Huth, C. Wellenhofer, and A. Schwenk, Phys. Rev. C 103,
025803 (2021), arXiv:2009.08885 [nucl-th].

[75] M. Oertel, M. Hempel, T. Klähn, and S. Typel, Rev. Mod. Phys.
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nen, Nature Phys. (2020), 10.1038/s41567-020-0914-9,
arXiv:1903.09121 [astro-ph.HE].

[84] C. Providência, T. Malik, M. B. Albino, and M. Ferreira, “Neu-
tron star equation of state: identifying hadronic matter charac-
teristics,” (2023), arXiv:2307.05086 [nucl-th].

[85] T. Malik, V. Dexheimer, and C. Providência, (2024),
arXiv:2404.07936 [nucl-th].

[86] B. T. Reed, F. J. Fattoyev, C. J. Horowitz, and J. Piekarewicz,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 172503 (2021).

[87] D. Adhikari et al. (CREX), Phys. Rev. Lett. 129, 042501
(2022), arXiv:2205.11593 [nucl-ex].

[88] N. Hornick, L. Tolos, A. Zacchi, J.-E. Christian, and
J. Schaffner-Bielich, Phys. Rev. C 98, 065804 (2018),
arXiv:1808.06808 [astro-ph.HE].

[89] M.-Z. Han, Y.-J. Huang, S.-P. Tang, and Y.-Z. Fan, Science
Bulletin 68, 913 (2023).

[90] Y.-Z. Fan, M.-Z. Han, J.-L. Jiang, D.-S. Shao, and S.-P. Tang,
Physical Review D 109, 043052 (2024).

[91] S. Typel, M. Oertel, and T. Klähn, Phys. Part. Nucl. 46, 633
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